REMARKS 

I. Status of the Claims 

Claims 1-23 are currently pending. Claims 1-12 and 15-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
102(a) and (e) as being anticipated by Galant U.S. Pub No. 2003/0182220. The remaining 
claims, dependent claims 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Galant in view of Levy, U.S. Pat. No. 5,673,028. Applicant amended independent claims 1 
and 18, without prejudice, to further elaborate on certain aspects of the claimed invention. As 
such. Applicant respectfully traverses these rejections based on at least the following remarks. 

II. Drawings 

On page 2 of the Office Action, the drawings were objected to as not detailing "client 
device 104." Rather than making a corrected drawing, which does not show client device 104, 
Applicant made the correction in the specification by amending the paragraph on page 13 to 
properly refer to client devices 108, 1 10, 1 12. Apphcant respectfully submits that no new matter 
was added. Applicant requests reconsideration and withdrawal of this objection. 

III. Rejection under 35 USC 102 

Looking first to amended claim 1, the Office makes the rejection of Applicant's original 
claim 1 on pages 2-3 of the Office Action by citing to various sections in Galant. Applicant's 
original claim 1 recites various interrelated features including, ". . .wherein the data structure 
includes the ability to select and manipulate data nodes to different locations in the data 
structure. . . ." Contrary to the Office's assertion that Galant's Fig. 3 and paragraphs 71-74 
describes this feature. Applicant finds no disclosure in Galant of the ability to "manipulate data 
nodes to different locations in the data structure." Fig. 3 does not disclose this particular feature 
as it only shows a screenshot of the Galant's interface, and paragraphs 71-74 refer to selection of 
tabs to view data that corresponds to the selected tab - these sections, however, do not disclose 
the ability to "manipulate data nodes to different locations in the data structure." Applicant 
amended claim 1 to fiirther elaborate on this aspect of the present invention by providing the 
following features: 
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displaying trader-related risk information associated with the selected data 
nodes on the at least one display grid, wherein the trader-related risk 
information is displayed on the at least one display grid according to an 
arrangement of the data nodes in the data structure; 

receiving a user input that selects a first data node from a first location in 
the data structure and moves the first data node to a second location in the 
data structure, wherein the data structure comprises a new arrangement of 

data nodes; and 

responsive to said user input, updating the at least one display grid so that 
the trader-related risk information is displayed on the at least one display 
grid according to the new arrangement of data nodes in the data structure. 

As such, not only does Galant not disclose the ability to "manipulate data nodes to 
different locations in the data structure," but Galant does not disclose these specific 
aforementioned features. 

Independent claim 18 has been amended to recite similar limitations as independent claim 
1, and is patentable for the same reasons that claim 1 is patentable. The dependent claims are 
patentable for their own reasons and Applicant reserves the right to argue each dependent claim 
separately in the future, if the need arises. However, each dependent claim is allowable for the 
same reasons that their independent base claims are allowable, and therefore AppUcant submits 
that each dependent claim is allowable for at least the reasons stated herein. 

In the event that the Office maintains this rejection. Applicant respectfiiUy requests, in 
accordance with the principles of compact prosecution, that the Office articulate, on the record 
and with specificity to support a prima facie case of anticipation, where in the Galant reference 
the aforementioned features of independent claim 1 is alleged to be taught. 

Applicant would, however, like to address the obviousness rejections with respect to 
dependent claims 13 and 14. In making the obviousness rejection, the Office uses Galant as 
disclosing the features of the base claims and only cites to Levy as disclosing the features 
specifically claimed in claims 13 and 14. However, as shown above, Galant does not disclose 
the features that the Office relies on in making this obviousness rejection. Thus, for at least this 
reason, the obviousness rejection cannot stand. As with the other dependent claims. Applicant 
reserves the right to argue patentability in the fixture, if the need arises, based on the specific 
features recited in each of claims 13 and 14. 
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IV. Conclusion 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that each of these claims is in condition for 
allowance, and request favorable reconsideration. If Examiner believes that further dialog would 
expedite consideration of the application. Examiner is invited to contact Mark Triplett at 312- 
476-1 151, or the undersigned attorney or agent. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: December 10, 2007 By: /Nicole E.Lammers/ 

Nicole E. Lammers 
Reg. No. 58,792 
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